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Academic Senate

Approved Minutes
Meeting of the University of Dayton Academic Senate
29 April 2022
KU Ballroom, 3:30-5:30 p.m.
Sam Dorf, President

Present (bolded names are incoming Senators): Joanna Abdallah, Pau Benson, Laurel Bird, Connie
Bowman, Jada Brown, Art Busch, Sarah Cahalan, Trevor Collier, Anne Crecelius, Jacob Cress, Jennifer
Dalton, Neomi DeAnda, Lee Dixon, Sam Dorf, Greg Elvers, Jim Farrelly, John Fulkerson, Aharon
Gratto, Isaac Grude, Nancy Haskell, Siobhan Huner, Jay Janney, Camryn Justice, Molly KeaneSexton, Allison Kinney, Katherine Kohnen, Carissa Krane, Craig Looper, Lauren Markert, Harold
Merriman, Vince Miller, Grace Pierucci, Margie Pinnell, Danielle Poe, Rebecca Potter, Chris Roederer,
Mary-Kate Sableski, Darcy Setter, Andy Slade, Andy Strauss, Helena Thompson, Kathy Webb, Sarah
Webber, Erin Kunz, Wiebke Diestelkamp, Todd Uhlman, Becky Krakowski
Absent (bolded names are incoming Senators): Jennan Borrelli, Ali Carr-Chelman, Lois Cavucci, Tim
Gabrielli, Precious Henderson, Ryan McEwan, Sayeh Meisami, Grant Neeley, Ann Perillo, Daniel
Reyes, Andrew Sarangan, Andrea Wells, John White, Mary Ziskin
Guests: Kristen Keen, Matthew Allen, Deb Bickford, David Wright, Carolyn Phelps, Thomas Skill, Jacob
Cress, Kim Trick, Leslie Picca, Sabrina Neeley, Susan Brown, M.E. Dillon, Jane Koester,
Agenda Item

Action

Opening Prayer
- Lee Dixon

Lee Dixon prayed.

Attendance

Sign-in sheets were passed around.

Minutes—April 8,
2022

Approved by unanimous consent.

Announcements

Sam announced the May 13, 2022 Faculty meeting.

Updates or next
steps on SET
charges
-Neomi DeAnda,
Sam Dorf, and
Carissa Krane

Background was given regarding the charge that SAPC,
FAC, and APC received. APC policies that are to be
created are related to administration of SET; FAC
policies are related to use of SET for promotion, tenure
and merit. The presenters summarized SAPC’s
recommendations that were then shared with APC and
FAC. Neomi summarized the APC’s work, including
their review of previous documents related to SET and
created a draft policy. Carissa shared the work that the
FAC has been conducting on this issue (see slides).

Material

Draft Minutes from
April 8, 2022

See appended slides.

Sam then discussed the next steps that will be taken with
regard to the work surrounding SET.

Wellbeing
Education
Certificate
Proposal
- Neomi DeAnda,
Anne Crecelius

Neomi shared the charge that APC received. She
discussed the process APC took. She shared APC’s
comments on the proposal, including student senators’
enthusiastic support of the certificate. She highlighted the
rationale for the new certificate program and its impact
on other academic programs. Anne discussed prospective
enrollment figures and feasibility of increasing the
demand of required and elective courses, as well as
resource implications for faculty and stuff. Brief
questions followed, including those related to the
potential pressure on course availability. The motion
made by APC was seconded. A vote was taken and the
proposal was unanimously approved.

DOC 2022-07:
Wellness Education
Certificate Program

Revised By-Laws
of the Faculty
Hearing
Committee on
Academic
Freedom and
Tenure (de
minimis changes)
- Leslie Picca

Leslie shared the context: ECAS asked if they would
clean up the document. She highlighted the minimal
amendments that were being proposed.

DOC 2022-08:
Bylaws of the
Faculty Hearing
Committee on
Academic Freedom
and Tenure

Student
Government
Association
Update
- Drew Moyer,
Hannah Hoby,
and Jada Brown

SGA members educated the Senate on the structure of
SGA as well as their strategic plan. They provided
information about the new Flyer Safe app that they
developed with in collaboration with Student
Development, Public Safety, and Udit. They also
introduced the new SGA leadership for AY22/23.

Resolution in
Honor of Dr.
James Farrelly
- Andy Slade

Andy read the resolution.

Revisions to
DOC 2007-05
-Sam Dorf and
Lee Dixon

Sam highlighted the revisions that have been made to this
document since January 2022. Updating the index of
policies and resolution that have been made.

A motion was made, seconded, and the proposed changes
were unanimously approved.

RES 2022-01: Dr.
James Farrelly

A motion was made, seconded, and the resolution was
unanimously approved.

The motion made by ECAS was seconded and the
revisions to the document were unanimously approved.

DOC 2007-05:
Policies and
Procedures of the
Academic Senate

Reports were sent to Lee Dixon and have been appended
Committee
below.
Reports
APC--Neomi
DeAnda
FAC--Carissa
Krane
SAPC-- Sharon
Gratto
ECAS—Sam Dorf
FHC-ATF
FHC-G

Seat the 2022-23 Senate and
Elect Officers
-Paul Benson

See appended
reports.

Sarah Cahalan, Sam Dorf, Chris Roederer, and
Cathy Webb remain on ECAS. New ECAS
members were voted in. New ECAS members:
Grant Neeley, Anne Crecelius, Philip AppiahKubi, Jen Dalton, Wiebke Diestelkamp, Jay
Janney,
Officers were voted in.
President: Sam Dorf
Vice President: Anne Crecelius
Secretary: Sarah Cahalan
Committees convened to select committee chairs.

SAPC End-of-year Report (submitted by Sharon Gratto)
The Student Academic Policies Committee (SAPC) worked diligently and effectively during the 20212022 academic year to bring closure to two specific charges from the Executive Committee of the
Academic Senate (ECAS) - the administration and use of Student Evaluations of Teaching (SET) and
revisions to the Academic Honor Code. Reports resulting from both charges were presented to the
Academic Senate; one successful vote was taken regarding the Honor Code. The complete revision of the
Honor Code, including an updated filing form and a related procedural flow chart, will move forward
now to the Provost. The Faculty Affairs Committee (FAC) has reviewed both of the SAPC’s SET
proposals, which are now under review by the Academic Policies Committee (APC). The SAPC’s work
this year represented the culmination of two or three years of efforts in these areas by previous
committees.
Members of the SAPC and Senate President Sam Dorf also united this year with the Student Government
Association, its President Drew Moyer and other SGA representatives to form a Task Force to address
SET and classroom climate issues. SGA participants presented a final report on this Task Force’s work to
the Academic Senate. All three of the reports cited in this annual SAPC summary report are available for
review in the Academic Senate’s Google.doc folder. The SAPC Chair thanks all SAPC colleagues and
student representatives for their dedicated and collegial work this semester, work that yielded positive
results. Following is a list of SAPC members in the spring 2022 semester.
Sharon Gratto, Chair
Jay Janney
John White
Joanna Abdallah, graduate student rep
Maureen Keane-Sexton
Allison Kinney
Ryan McEwan
Andy Slade
Katherine Kohnen
Grace Pierucci
Lauren Markert
Lee Dixon
Tom Skill

FAC End-of-year Report (submitted by Carissa Krane)
Task 1: Faculty Vote on DOC 2021-05 Revisions to the University Promotion and Tenure Policy
August-October 2021: FAC developed strategies and mechanisms for information dissemination about
the upcoming tenured/tenure-track faculty vote on DOC 2021-05 Revisions to the University Promotion
and Tenure Policy. FAC subgroups worked outside of formal meeting times to produce:
1. an Isidore site for information on the UPTP revisions;
2. A one page infographic summarizing the rationale for revising the UPTP revisions, and iterative
and consultative process for revisions, timeline, what changed/remained, voting process and
implementation post-vote (if approved);
3 FAQs;
4. Information about Unit-level processes for revising and approving Unit P&T policies;
5. a brief orientation video;
6. hosting information sessions;
7. email correspondence to be sent to chairs by Unit/division representatives;
8. Unit-specific engagement;
9. mechanisms for submitting questions through an anonymous Google form.
The Isidore site went "live" automatically to all tenured/tenure track faculty on Monday Oct 11. Nontenure line faculty and anyone at UD had "opt in" to the Isidore site. FAC members co-hosted
information sessions for the campus community during the month of October. FAC members charged
themselves with encouraging their constituents to vote. After the faculty vote the Isidore site was
“unpublished” and made inaccessible, though it will remain in Isidore. Special thanks to Julianne Morgan
who generated the Isidore site and created the graphics that were included on the site.
OUTCOME: Faculty voted to approve DOC 2021-05.
Task 2: University Lecturer and Clinical Faculty Promotion Policy Revisions
October-April: FAC worked on two charges from ECAS:
1. ECAS requests that the FAC consult and work with Deans and Full-Time Non-Tenure-Track Faculty
not covered under the Lecturer or Clinical/Faculty of Practice Promotion Policies to determine if more
classes of faculty should be added to these policies.
2. ECAS requests that the FAC make revisions to DOC 2017-01 and DOC 2018-03 to ensure that they
are in alignment with DOC 2021-05. Please ensure that expectations are consistent with the expectations
and opportunities (i.e. inclusive excellence, mission-central activities, professional development for
committees, etc.) in DOC 2021-05.
Process and Consultation:
● Generated a Google Survey for all Unit Deans and Supervisor for IEP instructors
● Met with Unit Deans
● Met with University Committee on Clinical Faculty Promotion Chair, Kate Fischer and Secretary,
Jen Dalton and University Committee on Lecturer Promotion Chair, Kim Ritterhoff and
Secretary, Katy Kelly
● Reviewed suggested revisions to the University Clinical Faculty/Faculty of Practice Promotion
Policy forwarded by Sean Galivan and the UCC on 5/21

●

Consensus of Unit Deans, Chair/Secretary of University Lecturer and Clinical Faculty Promotion
Committees, and ECAS is that no new promotion policies should be developed.

FAC Proposed Revisions:
● FAC is acting on recommendation to merge the University Lecturer and Clinical Faculty Faculty
of Practice policies.
● Proposed revision: “This policy establishes general guidelines that govern University-wide
procedures for promotion of full-time faculty who are not governed by the University Promotion
and Tenure Policy and are not part of the School of Law. There are two general pathways for
promotion with unique criteria for evaluation. Full time non-tenure track faculty will be assigned
to one of the two promotion pathways (Lecturer or Clinical Faculty/Faculty of Practice), at the
time of hire, or for those in existing positions, in negotiation with the unit Dean, (or supervisor if
outside of an academic unit) and Associate Provost. Full time non tenure track faculty with titles
other than Lecturer or Clinical Faculty/Faculty of Practice (e.g. artist in residence, lab instructor,
research professor, etc.) will be assigned to the appropriate promotion pathway by the Provost in
consultation with the Dean. The pathway will be designated in their next faculty contract to align
under the Lecturer or Clinical Faculty/Faculty of Practice promotion pathway.”
● Operationalized the concept of promotion “Categories” in the newly merged policy so that all FT
NTT faculty have a pathway for promotion under the existing “lecturer” or “Clinical
Faculty/faculty of practice” processes while maintaining unique faculty titles that may not be
lecturer or clinical faculty titles.
● For those FT NTT faculty who are not in a Unit/department (E.g. IEP or LTC): Proposed process
for promotion and review would require the development of a review policy, formation of an ad
hoc review committee that would function essentially as a Unit review, and substitute the
supervising “Assistant/Associate Provost” for “Dean” in the review process.
● Added language from the UPTP that is relevant to professional development, DE&I, recognition
of multiple ways in which faculty contribute to provide consistency in valuation and expectations
for all faculty promotions (RED TEXT)
● Added “librarianship” to clinical Faculty/Faculty of Practice Category in addition to the Lecturer
category where it now resides
● Added specific layered criteria to describe first to second level, second to third level promotion
(similar to UPTP) for both promotion categories; revised language to parallel what is in UPTP but
specific for lecturer or clinical faculty/faculty of practice. Removed “Service” as a required
element in the current clinical faculty/faculty of practice policy, but maintained the authority of
individual units to set specific promotion criteria for their unit that can include service.
● Merged University Clinical Committee and University Lecturer Promotion Committee into one
University committee: University Lecturer and Clinical Faculty Promotion Committee
(ULCFPC)
● Changed University level committee composition:
The University Lecturer and Clinical Faculty Promotion Committee will consist of fourteen
faculty members: seven from the College of Arts and Sciences (two from the Humanities, one
from the Visual and Performing Arts, two from the Natural Sciences, two from the Social
Sciences); two respectively from the School of Business Administration, the School of Education
and Health Sciences, and the School of Engineering; and one from the University
Libraries. Where possible, the members of this committee should be faculty who are promoted to
Senior/Principal Lecturer, or Associate Clinical Professor/Clinical Professor. In cases where
there are no faculty with these promotion levels in a CAS division or academic unit
(constituencies) to serve on this committee, a tenured faculty member from the same CAS
division or academic unit may serve instead. However, the overall committee composition
cannot exceed three tenured faculty members. Additionally, the committee must include at least

●
●
●
●

●

●

three faculty promoted under the clinical faculty or faculty of practice category, and at least three
faculty promoted under the lecturer category.
Maintain the concept of “credit towards promotion”; which could mean time and/or
accomplishments, to be negotiated at time of hire or assignment to promotion pathway
In general, there is no requirement for NTT faculty to seek promotion, unless required by the
Unit/Dept based on accreditation, professional, or other standards–it is voluntary.
The School of Law is exempt from this policy.
FAC Proposed change: “All NTT faculty applying for promotion at any level shall undergo at
minimum a single comprehensive pre-promotion review.” Units would be able to establish
additional pre-promotion reviews in their policies.
FAC is working on additional revisions to streamline and define minimum standards for the
review process as opposed to using prescriptive language that currently exists in one or the other
existing policy to better align with the language used in the UPTP.
Outlined an implementation pathway.

Consultation:
FAC presented the majority of the proposed revisions to the Academic Senate on April 8 2022, and to
the FT NTT Faculty Forum on April 11.
ACTION STILL NEEDED:
FAC prepared a WORKING DRAFT of the merged document to be forwarded to 2022-2023
ECAS/FAC. It is recommended that the 2022-2023 FAC review the document for editorial
consistency prior to seeking broader consultation on the draft prior to moving this proposed merger to
a vote at the Senate. The working draft is included as Appendix A.
Task 3: FAC Charge to examine SAPC recommendations on the interpretation of SET
February-April: FAC worked on the following charge from ECAS:
ECAS requests that the FAC create a new holistic University policy related to Student Evaluation
of Teaching in faculty evaluation based upon the work and recommendations of the SAPC and
the SET and Classroom Climate Task Force.
Expected Consultation: SAPC USE OF SET DRAFT POLICY Report and SAPC ADMIN
OF SET DRAFT POLICY (Submitted to ECAS on January 27 2022), SET and Classroom
Climate Task Force Report, APC, ECAS, and Academic Senate.
Existing policies that include sections that relate to student evaluation of teaching include but are
not limited to:
● DOC 2014-02. Proposal for a New Student Evaluation of Teaching Instrument and
Delivery Method (approved February 14, 2014)
● DOC-2012-03 Recommendations for Revision to the Process for Student Evaluation
of Teaching (approved March 16, 2012)
● DOC-2004-08 Use of Student Evaluations in Judging Teaching Effectiveness
(approved December 3, 2004)
● DOC-2000-01 Directions for Completing Student Assessment of Instruction--Report
of Results of Students Assessment of Instruction (February 18, 2000; Effective March
1, 2000)
● DOC-1999-07 Student Assessment of Instruction (December 3, 1999; Effective March
1, 2000)

●

All relevant policies in the Faculty Handbook

This charge is a joint charge with APC. APC will be drafting a new University policy related to
the student evaluation of teaching for the administration of SET to undergraduate and graduate
students. The new FAC policy would replace all of the policies on student evaluation of teaching
as well as policies that describe the SET tool as a mechanism for obtaining student evaluation of
teaching.
A combined database of SET documents has been created for both Senate groups to
reference. Additional documents may be added to this database. ECAS requests that working
documents and drafts be shared with APC so as not to overlap efforts.
ECAS would like this work to be complete by the end of April 2022.
Summary of FAC Response to ECAS Charge Regarding Policies Related to the Use Student
Evaluations of Faculty Teaching
FAC Process and Discussion:
1. Reviewed SAPC Draft Use of Set Policy
. Discussed options for FAC
.
Review and create a policy proposal based draft policy from SAPC without looking at
existing policies
i.
Comprehensively review and potentially consolidate all policies and guidelines in faculty
handbook and additional policies that include student evaluation of teaching as a process
or create new policy
ii.
Make minor recommendations such as removing the reporting of departmental averages
from making decisions for promotion/tenure or merit and tackle the charge more fully in
the fall
2. Conversation
. ECAS charge is asking for a “holistic” policy by April
.Does not seem possible given where we are in the academic year
i.We run the risk of creating a policy that contradicts other policies currently in effect
a. The recommendations from SAPC include some things that are already policy but maybe are
not being followed
i. Recommendations 1 and 2 (below) are already policy (DOC 2012-03 and DOC 2006-08
and DOC 2006-11) but we acknowledge that people may not know they are policy, may
never have seen them, and may ignore them. Further, we acknowledge that individual
department or unit policies may not align with these policies.
ii. From current policies:
1. SET reports must be used as only one of multiple measures to evaluate faculty in
Promotion and Tenure, Lecturer, Post Tenure, and Merit review processes
2. SET evaluations must be used as formative evaluation tools; as formative tools, SET
information must be formalized and summarized for inclusion in faculty reflection
documents that are part of each unit’s promotion and tenure and merit review
procedures.
iii. Some aspects of recommendation 3 (below) are supposed to be done for TT faculty
already. However, is it being done?
“Chairs must engage in the consultative process regarding SET evaluations at least once a
year with all faculty, regardless of position and rank.”

FAC Question: Does this apply to adjunct faculty as well? Or should this be “all full
time faculty”?
FAC Question: It isn’t clear what "consultative process" means. Is that something with
the current use of SET policy? Or is this a new process? Or is it intended to be alongside
the annual merit process? Or is it already part of the feedback of current merit and
promotion processes?
iv. Given that we have policies and procedures that are not being followed now, should
enforcement be part of the recommendations?
1. What are the levers for enforcement?
2. FAC discussed the role of the university promotion and tenure committee in
evaluating unit promotion policies and that compliance with university policy can be
ensured here. However, FAC was uncertain how merit evaluation policies were
evaluated by unit.
v. Recommendation 6 (below) seems daunting, for some departments it could mean
everyone has to do ongoing training. However, we agreed faculty involved with
evaluation processes need guidance on how best to use SET.
1. All Department Chairs and faculty involved in Promotion and Tenure, Lecturer, Post
Tenure, and Merit review processes must receive ongoing training from the office of
the Associate Provost for Faculty and Administrative Affairs and the LTC in the
administration and use of SET course evaluations and in handling classroom bias
incidents
2. Training for new chairs is definitely needed in this area
c. The Senate and/or Provost’s office should provide instructions to units to review current
policies about student evaluation of teaching and weaving them into any changes they do to
align with the new UPTP.
3. Possible Action Items
. Suggest that a small group of faculty work on reviewing and drafting aligned
policies/procedures around the use of SET during the summer. Include members from APC
and FAC so we are reviewing implementation and use at the same time.
b. Potentially accept the SAPC’s recommendation to cease using departmental average SET
scores in the merit, tenure and promotion process. However there is concern about how
scores would be interpreted in the absence of an “average”. How would new faculty know
how they were doing relative to expectation without a reference? Numbers alone are not
interpretable. Some have said the interpretation comes in conversation with the chair-- who
will use departmental averages to compare.
c. Not accept the recommendation to remove the SET scores for the purpose of evaluation
4. FAC discussed how scores would be benchmarked in the absence of an average
a. Some department chairs use the numbers like a grading scale with 5=A
b. Do the numbers improve over time? Should we expect the numbers to increase?
c. The department chair should provide guidance on interpretation.
d. There should be a narrative that goes along with the scores for purposes of merit, promotion
and tenure
e. This is qualitative data and is specific to the individual, not a comparison with someone else.
f. Part of the goals for reviewing how SET is used was intended to address bias in SET
evaluations. Continuing to report scores, which are subject to bias, regardless of how the
scores are benchmarked, does not address bias in scoring. It is not clear how scores would be

used in formative improvement if the scores themselves are not based on teaching
effectiveness, but rather are reflective of subjective bias.
5. The FAC is in favor of a policy that states that departmental averages cannot be used as a basis for
merit, tenure or promotion
a. Multiple measures are already required for purposes tenure and promotion
b. Departments should determine criteria for evaluating teaching effectiveness to use for
determining merit that are in alignment with the faculty handbook policies on faculty merit
review (e.g. how many preps, new preps, service course, major courses)
c. Faculty members need to reflect in writing on their scores and comments and address
strengths and weaknesses and challenges and the reviewer reacts to this narrative.
d. Student input should be still part of the process, even if the primary focus is formative. For
example, how faculty responded to student evaluations could be considered in merit and
promotion processes.
e. Faculty members need to give some context to students about their teaching and let the
students know how they will use the feedback.
6. Margie Pinnell is interested in working on this over the summer with a few other people
ACTION STILL NEEDED:
FAC recommends that the 2022-2023 ECAS/FAC:
● review the recommendations from SAPC
● work with APC, which is charged with the administration of SET policy
● seek to clarify elements of the SAPC recommendations.
● combine the administration and interpretation charges from ECAS into one charge to ensure the
outcomes of these charges are consistent across policies (new or existing)
● comprehensively review all existing policies to ensure alignment and/or revise for consistency
with new policies
● encourage Deans/Associate Deans/Chairs Collaborative pursue conversations to better educate
faculty on the existing policies that govern evaluation of teaching effectiveness, because
comprehensive policies exist, but they are not being followed.
From DOC 2007-05: List of policies related to the assessment of teaching
● DOC-2006-08 Evaluating Faculty Teaching for the Purpose of Tenure, Promotion, and Merit (sense of
the Senate discussion April 21, 2006) (Legislative Authority action April 11, 2008, tenure issue only)
● DOC 2014-02. Proposal for a New Student Evaluation of Teaching Instrument and Delivery Method
(approved February 14, 2014)
● DOC-2012-03 Recommendations for Revision to the Process for Student Evaluation of Teaching
(approved March 16, 2012)
● DOC-2005-01 Revision of Undergraduate Standards of Conduct and Establishment of an
Undergraduate Honor Pledge (approved April 25, 2008)
● DOC-2004-08 Use of Student Evaluations in Judging Teaching Effectiveness (approved December 3,
2004)
● DOC-2000-13 Voluntary Release of Student Assessment of Instruction Answers (October 13, 2000)
● DOC-2000-01 Directions for Completing Student Assessment of Instruction--Report of Results of
Students Assessment of Instruction (February 18, 2000; Effective March 1, 2000)
● DOC-1999-07 Student Assessment of Instruction (December 3, 1999; Effective March 1, 2000)
● DOC-1999-01 Voluntary Release of Faculty Evaluation Answers (March 19, 1999)
● DOC-1989-03 Revision of Faculty Evaluation Form

APC End-of-year Report (submitted by Neomi DeAnda)

